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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This FINAL Office Action is in response to communications received on 
September 10, 2010. Claims 1,11,19 and 21 have been amended. 

Currently, claims 1,3-11, 13-16 and 18-23 are pending. 

Response to Amendment 

2. Applicants' amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection in this Office 
Action. 

Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments filed on 09/10/2010 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

4. In the Remarks on the last paragraph of pages 7-9, Applicant's arguments 
regarding claims 1,11 and 21, that Neither Archbold, Sweet, nor Chintalapati discloses 
or suggests "means for creating a list of suitable persons ranked according to each 
person's suitability and/or availability to perform the transcription job based, at least in 
part, on the stored personal parameters including the person's familiarity with a 
specialist field associated with the content of the recorded dictation". 
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Applicant's arguments regarding the references of Archbold, Sweet and 
Chintalapati are moot in view of the new reference of Deh-Lee. Deh-Lee in the 
"Dynamic Knowledge Expert Retrieval System" teaches "a list of the experts may be 
ranked according to the search parameters, such as the expert's availability, and the 
expert's area of expertise" (see U 8). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. § 1 03(a) with forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 1, 5, 7-11, 18-21, and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Archbold, (U.S. Pat. No.: 7,031,998 B2), and in view of Sweet et al., 
(hereinafter: "Sweet"), (U.S. Pat. No.: 5163085), and in further view of Chintalapati et 
al., (hereinafter: Chintalapati), (U.S. Pub. No.: 2003/0046350 A1 ) and Deh-Lee, (U.S. 
pub. No.: 2003/0140037). 

Regarding Claim 1, Archbold discloses a system for the automatic 
routing of transcription jobs to persons who will undertake the jobs by transcribing 
recorded dictations (see col. 1 , lines 34-35: the system including automated assignment 
of jobs to widely-scattered individual Scribes), the system comprising: 



Application/Control Number: 10/524,568 Page 4 

Art Unit: 3624 

means for storing (see col. 2, lines 18-22: a plurality of Mail-Boxes for storing 
input; computer system for keeping and updating databases used to process jobs and 
for keeping and updating statistical records of jobs) personal parameters of persons 
who may potentially be assigned to perform the transcription job (see col. 4, lines 6-9: 
information about Scribes); 

means for automatically forwarding the transcription job to the selected person 
(see col. 6, line 67 to col. 20, line 2: automatically forwards job step data to a selected 
scribe); 

Archbold further discloses "determining the type {i.e. class, category, and group) 
of dictation jobs" (see col. 12, lines 65-66); 

Archbold does not explicitly disclose classifying a transcription job for a recorded 
dictation to be routed when a job request arrives to provide a transcription job 
classification, the transcription job classification being based, at least in part, on an 
author of the recorded dictation, a form of transmission of the recorded dictation and/or 
content of the recorded dictation; however, Sweet discloses classifying a transcription 
job for a recorded dictation to be routed when a job request arrives to provide a 
transcription job classification (see col. 9, lines 5-7: it allows the Supervisor to specify 
criteria to be used to divide Dictation Jobs into categories for assignment for 
transcription), the transcription job classification being based, at least in part, on an 
author of the recorded dictation, a form of transmission of the recorded dictation and/or 
content of the recorded dictation (see col. 6, lines 18-25: The displayed job records will 
be displayed in accordance with sorting criteria based on a primary attribute and a 
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secondary attribute. For example, the Supervisor may request display of job records for 
the department having a typing length within a given range and sorted primarily by 
author identifier in ascending order and secondarily by subject (content) identifier in 
descending order). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to include the feature as taught by Sweet to categorize the jobs 
and sort the jobs in some fashion for displaying in the system of Archbold, since the 
claimed invention is merely a combination of old elements, and in the combination each 
element merely would have performed the same function as it did separately, and one 
of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that the results of the combination 
were predictable. 

Archbold and Sweet do not explicitly disclose: 

means for creating a list of suitable persons ranked according to each person's 
suitability and/or availability to perform the transcription job based, at least in part, on 
the stored personal parameters including the person's familiarity with a specialist field 
associated with the content of the recorded dictation, and based, at least in part, on the 
transcription job classification, and 

means for automatically selecting a person based, at least in part, on the 
person's ranking in the list. 

However, Chintalapati discloses creating a list of suitable persons ranked 
according to each person's suitability and/or availability to perform the transcription job 
based, at least in part, on the stored personal parameters including the person's 
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experience transcribing prior dictations by the author and/or the person's familiarity with 
a specialist field associated with the content of the recorded dictation, and based, at 
least in part, on the transcription job classification (see U 35: assigns these voice jobs to 
the most capable transcriptionists based on certain predetermined criteria; If 19: rank a 
plurality of transcriptionists based on a total number transcriptions each transcriptionist 
has completed (e.g. experience, familiar, skill) for an author of a dictation; 20: rank a 
plurality of transcriptionists based on each transcriptionist's quality of past 
transcription (s) for an author of a dictation; and U 38: build the transcriptionist profile 
over time to be used against assigning the jobs to the transcriptions in the future; see 
also claim Wand 11); 

Further, Chintalapati discloses selecting a person based, at least in part, on the 
person's ranking in the list (see 19 and 20: spool the dictation to be transcribed to the 
transcriptionist having the highest rank for the author). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to include the features as taught by Chintalapati to creating a list of 
transcriptionists ranked by their experience and quality of past transcription(s) for the 
author, and select a transcriptionist with the highest rank from the list in the system of 
Archbold and in view of Sweet, since the claimed invention is merely a combination of 
old elements, and in the combination each element merely would have performed the 
same function as it did separately, and one of ordinary skill in the art would have 
recognized that the results of the combination were predictable. 
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Archbold, Sweet and Chintalapati do not explicitly disclose rank by the person's 
familiarity with a specialist field associated with the content of the recorded dictation; 
however, Deh-Lee discloses "the list of experts may be ranked according to the search 
parameters... such as the expert's proximity to the user, the expert's current and/or 
future availability, and the expert's area of expertise (e.g. familiarity or specialized in 
certain areas), may be used to rank the experts that are listed in a search result" (see If 
8, see alsolffl 12 and 32 ). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to include a list of the person ranked according to the parameters, such as the 
person's availability, the person's area of expertise as taught by Deh-Lee when 
selecting a transcriptionist with the highest rank from the list as taught by Chintalapati in 
the system of Archbold, and in view of Sweet, since the claimed invention is merely a 
combination of old elements, and in the combination each element merely would have 
performed the same function as it did separately, and one of ordinary skill in the art 
would have recognized that the results of the combination were predictable. 

Regarding Claim 5, Archbold in view of Sweet, and further in view of 
Chintalapati and Deh-Lee discloses all the limitations as described above. Archbold 
further discloses means for recording information concerning the current workloading of 
the individual persons, and wherein the means for automatically selecting the person 
from the list is based, at least in part, on the information concerning the current 
workloading (see col. 15, lines 55-59: Assigned Scribes at the higher level of work 
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periodically when their work load permits them to do so, and updates their Scribe 
Record with the information that they are a Provisional Scribe at the higher level). 

Regarding Claim 7, Archbold in view of Sweet, and further in view of 
Chintalapati and Deh-Lee discloses all the limitations as described above. Archbold 
further discloses multiple workstations with means for processing information made 
available in electronic form, the multiple workstations useable by at least one of the 
persons who may potentially be assigned to the transcription job to perform the 
transcription (see col. line 16: a MOM computer being associated with a plurality of 
HOME computers (workstations); and col. 2, lines 14-40: means for receiving job 
packet, selecting Scribes, and generating Electronic Worker Messages in the form ofE- 
main and voicemail to specified User for information or action). 

Regarding Claim 8, Archbold in view of Sweet, and further in view of 
Chintalapati and Deh-Lee discloses all the limitations as described above. Archbold 
further discloses voice recognition means for automatically recognizing the recorded 
dictation to generate a text file from the recorded dictation (see col. 14, line 63 - col. 15, 
line 2: use a software speaker-independent voice-recognition command system; and 
col. 4, lines 36-37: The final transcripted product may then be written out to a file, 
database and/or printed), and wherein transcribing the recorded dictation includes 
correcting at least one error in the text file (see col. 16, lines 44-50: The processor 
checks for "grammar" completeness and use in the statements and for complete option 
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paths in the table rules for catch clerical error; and col. 7, lines 60-61 : After the 
correction is made, the transcribed file is uploaded to the Scribe's Out-Box). 

Regarding Claim 9, Archbold does not specifically disclose wherein the means 
for classifying the transcription job comprises a means for classifying the transcription 
lob based, at least in part, on the specialist field of the content of the recorded dictation; 
however, Archbold discloses classifying the transcription job based on a specialist field 
by "assigned jobs by the system depending on the availability of qualified Scribes" (col. 
3, lines 49-50); "Scribes work in a particular subject area, for example, an attorney can 
dictate a memory regarding a personal injury case, and a radiologist can dictate her 
review of an X-ray" (col. 4, lines 4-37). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention to include classifying the transcription job 
based on a specialist field in the system of Archbold, since the claimed invention is 
merely a combination of old elements, and in the combination each element merely 
would have performed the same function as it did separately, and one of ordinary skill in 
the art would have recognized that the results of the combination were predictable. 

Regarding Claim 10, Archbold in view of Sweet, and further in view of 
Chintalapati and Deh-Lee discloses all the limitations as described above. Sweet further 
discloses wherein the means for classifying the transcription job comprise means for 
classifying the transcription job based, at least in part, on author of the recorded 
dictation (see col. 9, lines 5-7: it allows the Supervisor to specify criteria to be used to 
divide Dictation Jobs into categories for assignment for transcription; and col. 6, lines 
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1 8-25: the job records will be displayed in accordance with sorting criteria based on a 
primary attribute and a secondary attribute. For example, the Supervisor may request 
display of job records for the department having a typing length within a given range 
and sorted primarily by author identifier in ascending order and secondarily by subject 
(content) identifier in descending order). 

Regarding Claim 11, Archbold discloses at least one computer readable storage 
medium having instructions stored thereon that (see col. 3, lines 27-35: provides a 
machine readable medium comprising programming instructions), when executable 
executed by at least one processor, perform a method for automatically routing 
transcription, jobs of to persons who undertake the jobs by transcribing recorded 
dictations, the method comprising: 

Claim 1 1 recites similar limitations to Claim 1 and is therefore rejected using the 
same art and rationale as applied in the rejection of Claim 1 . 

Regarding Claim 18, Claim 18 recites similar limitations to Claim 8 and is 
therefore rejected using the same art and rationale as applied in the rejection of Claim 
8. 

Regarding Claim 19, Claim 19 recites similar limitations to Claim 9 and is 
therefore rejected using the same art and rationale as applied in the rejection of Claim 
9. 
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Regarding Claim 20, Claim 20 recites similar limitations to Claim 10 and is 
therefore rejected using the same art and rationale as applied in the rejection of Claim 
10. 

Regarding Claim 21, Claim 21 recites similar limitations to Claim 1 and is 
therefore rejected using the same art and rationale as applied in the rejection of Claim 
1. 

Regarding Claim 23, Claim 23 recites similar limitations to Claim 8 and is 
therefore rejected using the same art and rationale as applied in the rejection of Claim 
8. 

7. Claims 3, 4, 6, 13-16, and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Archbold, in view of Sweet, Chintalapati and Deh-Lee as applied to 
claim 1 above, and in further view of Frankel, (U.S. Pat. No.: 6151531). 

Regarding Claim 3, Archbold in view of Sweet, and further in view of 
Chintalapati and Deh-Lee discloses all the limitations as described above. 

Archbold, Sweet, Chintalapati and Deh-Lee do not specifically disclose wherein 
the personal parameters include efficiency information indicative of how efficient a 
respective person is in performing transcription for jobs in the transcription job 
classification and working information indicative of whether the respective person is 
available to perform the transcription. 
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However, Frankel discloses wherein the personal parameters include efficiency 
information indicative of how efficient a respective person is in performing transcription 
for jobs in the transcription job classification and working information indicative of 
whether the respective person is available to perform the transcription (see col. 3, lines 
30-33: various other items of information that enable the data processing system to 
determine factors such as worker efficiency; and col. 4, lines 15-17: it is further 
desirable to know the workload against available labor before work is sent to process). 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to include the features as taught by Frankel in the system of Archbold, in view of Sweet 
Chintalapati and Deh-Lee, since the claimed invention is merely a combination of old 
elements, and in the combination each element merely would have performed the same 
function as it did separately, and one of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized 
that the results of the combination were predictable. 

Regarding Claim 4, Archbold in view of Sweet, and further in view of 
Chintalapati and Deh-Lee discloses all the limitations as described above. 

Chintalapati further discloses wherein the list of suitable persons is ranked 
according to the efficiency information, and wherein the means for automatically 
selecting the person includes means for selecting a highest ranked person on the list 
that is available to perform the transcription based, at least in part, on the working 
information (see U 20: rank a plurality of transcription ists based on each 
transcriptionist's quality of past transcription(s) for an author of a dictation; and^ 19 
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and 20: spool the dictation to be transcribed to the transcriptionist having the highest 
rank for the author). 

Regarding Claim 6, Archbold in view of Sweet, and further in view of 
Chintalapati and Deh-Lee discloses all the limitations as described above. 

Archbold further discloses means for monitoring the selected person during 
transcription of the recorded dictation to obtain updated efficiency information for each 
job undertaken by the person (see Abstract: The system may include a "SUPERMOM" 
directs and transfers job data, receives job record updates and maintains a site for on- 
line internet job tracking; and col. 19, lines 34-39: Job Transaction record allows the 
record to support many functions, tracking royalties, making a basis for analysis of 
efficiency). 

Regarding Claim 13, Claim 13 recites similar limitations to Claim 3 and is 
therefore rejected using the same art and rationale as applied in the rejection of Claim 
3. 

Regarding Claim 14, Claim 14 recites similar limitations to Claim 4 and is 
therefore rejected using the same art and rationale as applied in the rejection of Claim 
4. 

Regarding Claim 15, Claim 15 recites similar limitations to Claim 5 and is 
therefore rejected using the same art and rationale as applied in the rejection of Claim 
5. 



Application/Control Number: 10/524,568 Page 14 

Art Unit: 3624 

Regarding Claim 16, Claim 16 recites similar limitations to Claim 6 and is 
therefore rejected using the same art and rationale as applied in the rejection of Claim 
6. 

Regarding Claim 22, Claim 22 recites similar limitations to Claim 3 and is 
therefore rejected using the same art and rationale as applied in the rejection of Claim 
3. 

Conclusion 

8. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclose. 

• Yuri et al., (U.S. Pat. No.: 6249715) discloses a method and apparatus for 
optimizing work distribution. A level is set for each task to be performed and a 
skill level is set for each worker. A time variation factor is set based upon the 
ranked work difficulty and the skill level of the workers. 

• Kahn et al., (U.S. Pat. No.: 6122614) discloses a system for substantially 
automating transcription services for multiple voice users including a manual 
transcription station, a speech recognition program and a routing program. 

• Brodersen et al., (U.S. Pat. No.: 6850895) discloses a method, a product, and a 
system for assigning resources to tasks in a rule based which are "Best Fit", 
"Random Fit" or "Mandatory Fit", with ranking of employees by weighted 
rankings, flexible scoring, minimum or threshold scores. 
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• Andino et al., (U.S. Pub. No.: 20030105642) discloses a system for selection of 
individuals from a pool of candidates filtered by qualification, eligibility, and other 
standards. 

• "A multiattribute Approach to General Flowshop Problems", by Reza Ramezani 
Khorshid-Doust, Department of Systems Engineering, Case Western Reserve 
University, August 1991 . Discloses a method for developing a new formulation 
by use of multiattribute alternative ranking, and assigning job to the highest rank 
as determined by the corresponding multiattribute value function. 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 
706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 
1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Pan Choy whose telephone number is (571 )270- 7038. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri, 8:30AM - 6:00PM EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Lynda Jasmin can be reached on (571) 272-6782. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO 
Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information system, call 
800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Pan Choy/ 

Examiner, Art Unit 3624 
October 8, 2010 



/Scott L Jarrett/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3624 



